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BUILDING INTEGRITY CONFERENCE 




 It’s both an honour and a real pleasure to have been asked to give one of the 
keynote speeches this morning.  It seems as though retirement actually brings 
promotion – the best I could manage at the last Conference two years ago was to play 
the role of ‘Tail-End Charlie’, on a whirlwind visit immediately following an Atlantic 
Council meeting in Washington marking the Sixtieth Anniversary of the Alliance. 
 
 In many ways, Tail-End Charlie was the right place to be.  We were able to 
take stock of the progress made in building the Building Integrity initiative from small 
beginnings to a process that was gaining momentum within the Alliance and – 
significantly – within the EAPC structure.  At that time we could see the beginnings 
of the self-assessment process, notably in Ukraine.  And the delivery of the first 
Building Integrity training module in Kabul had produced some extremely 
encouraging feedback.  I can remember urging everyone to take the 2009 Conference 
recommendations and make them fly.  I argued that by taking a practical focus we 
could make a real difference.  And so, I think, it has proved. 
 
 Huguette Labelle has rightly warned of the dangers of BI not making the 
transition from a small but attractive flower to a mainstream application in normal 
NATO processes.  She is right to do so, and I agree with her.  Resources are of course 
part of the issue.  When defence budgets are under severe pressure, it’s easy for what 
will always be small programmes in resource terms to get lost under the weight of 
expensive hardware and military manpower costs.  But those small programmes can 
often be transformational.  Even if – as Huguette rightly says – the Building Integrity 
programme has not yet achieved the mainstream status it should, I think the 
transformational impact of work against corruption in defence and security is now 
increasingly recognized. 
 
 Why do I say this?  Firstly, since 2009 we have seen the BI self-assessment 
process gather momentum and maturity.  Not because governments want somehow to 
tick the right box, but because they increasingly recognize that addressing corruption 
issues is very much in their own self interest in terms of the health of their defence 
institutions – and indeed of saving money.   
 
 It is revealing that much of the impetus for counter-corruption work in 
Ukraine comes from the National Security Council.  In the Bulgarian Ministry of 
Defence, we have seen perhaps one of the most thorough and serious self-assessment 
exercises conducted in the history of BI initiative.  When I led the BI Assessment 
Mission to Sofia last December, I was able publicly to congratulate Defence Minister 
Anguelov and Deputy Minister Tzvetkova on a very significant achievement.  I 
discussed with the Head of the Prime Minister’s Office the potential for applying 
some of the BI Defence lessons to other areas of government – notably, perhaps the 
Interior Ministry – under the auspices of the new counter-corruption mechanisms 
established within the Bulgarian Council of Ministers.  It’s a real pleasure that Deputy 
Minister Tzvetkova is with us today, and I much look forward to hearing from her 
later in the Conference. 
 
 The message is catching on with other Allies too.  Norway is deeply engaged 
and a further assessment mission to Croatia will take place in early April.  The Naval 
Postgraduate School’s engagement is a notable US contribution.  But more ‘old’ 
Allies could follow suit. 
 
 Secondly, experience in Afghanistan is bringing home the importance of 
counter-corruption work in an operational context.  The British Army has recently 
made pre-deployment training in corruption issues an enduring operational 
requirement for deployments to Afghanistan.   
 
 Gen Petraeus’ new year message to ISAF servicemen and women draws 
attention to the need to support Afghan-led efforts to establish governance that can 
earn the support of the people, and – importantly – expand efforts to help Afghan 
officials combat corruption and the criminal patronage networks that undermine the 
development of effective Afghan institutions.  It further notes – and Huguette has 
covered this point – that ISAF’s contracting and procurement activities must be part 
of the solution rather than part of the problem. 
 
 We have also heard from General Abrial about ACT’s role in training in 
relation to Building Integrity.  At strategic level, the military have got the message.  
Although – to mix a metaphor – it takes time to turn an oil tanker, I’m confident that 
real-world requirements both at home and overseas will continue to apply sideways 
pressure to the rudder. 
 
 For the third part of this speech, I’d like to go a little super-strategic – while 
trying to avoid reaching escape velocity.  
 
 I’m increasingly struck by the centrality of corruption to many of the difficult 
issues of governance, institution building, the rule of law and the economy that 
governments and the international community face today.  As Huguette has said, it’s 
increasingly clear that counter-corruption work in the defence and security sectors can 
have a disproportionately positive impact in tackling those issues even when force (or 
the threat of it) is not directly involved. 
 
 Popular consent plays a huge role.  Egypt, for example, is currently 98
th
 in the 
TI Corruption Perceptions Index.  The World Governance Index puts it lower than the 




 percentile) for 




 percentile) for rule of law.  
Although the Egyptian Army falls foul of a number of anti-corruption indicators, e.g. 
in terms of private military companies, it is generally well run.  Events of the last few 
months have demonstrated that it is capable of commanding popular confidence, 
while the security police – a much more closed and unreformed organization - 
demonstrably cannot. 
 
 Huguette has mentioned the on-going series of conferences being organized 
jointly in London by Transparency International, the Royal United Services Institute 
and the Konrad Adenauer Foundation on Transition in Afghanistan.  The conclusions 
are still emerging, and I don’t want to pre-empt their launch later this year.  But it is 
clear that effective counter-corruption work is going to be a key enabler for important 
and essential progress in governance; the rule of law; the delivery of the basic public 
services that are so essential to lasting stability; and long-term economic 
development.   
  There is an important common thread in terms of building sustainable and 
effective state and government institutions.  In conflict and post-conflict environments 
like Afghanistan, the Army and Police are fundamental to this process.  They can lead 
by example and spread good practice to other parts of government.  And they can also 
help make an example of corrupt individuals who seek to subvert the process. 
 
 Much anecdotal evidence exists of the links between corruption and organized 
crime.  But until now there has not been much systematic overview of the specific 
relationship between the two, and the nexus between crime and corruption and the 
security and defence field.  These linkages are of increasing concern to law 
enforcement agencies and state security and financial bodies.  In a speech last year to 
the 14
th
 International Crime Conference in Bangkok, the former Director General of 
the UK’s Serious Organized Crime Agency called for a more comprehensive 
approach to tackling corruption and crime.  He argued that one reason the fight 
against organized crime was failing was that it was ‘left’ to law enforcement.   
 
 Civil society will be important too.  At a World Bank forum Stolen Asset 
Recovery in Paris last year as part of the StAR initiative, Mo Ibrahim said his only 
hope, frankly, was not in the governmental representatives present but in those from 
civil society.  ‘Unless we find methods, innovative ways, of forcing people to do the 
right things, I don’t think they have the moral backbone to do on their own.’  With its 
governmental support and NGO pedigree, it seems clear the BI methodology coupled 
with NATO’s experience in Afghanistan could make an important contribution to this 
discussion. 
 
 Next month I have been asked to address a UNIDO Conference in Ghana on 
Competitiveness and Diversification in a Petroleum-Rich Economy.  Part of the 
reason for the Conference is the need to manage the impact on a developing economy 
in a potentially unstable region of a large flow of new resources from hydrocarbon 
discoveries in the Gulf of Guinea.  I suspect that here again - and in addition to sound 
fiscal and economic management - both counter-corruption work and the defence and 
security sectors will have a significant role to play. 
 
 I raise these points to highlight the value of the work we are discussing today, 
not so much for its academic merit but for its practical potential.  BI constitutes, to put 
it bluntly, world best practice in its field.  It is the result of an unusual but successful 
partnership between an NGO and a politico-military Alliance.  It initially gained real 
traction within NATO’s Partnership arrangements, and it is of wide international 
relevance.  One of the things we should do is to tell its story more clearly and more 
loudly. 
 
 It is a true-ism that nothing succeeds like success.  So I hope that telling the 
story will help resolve some of the resource and mainstreaming problems Huguette 
has identified.  I hope also that making BI more accessible will encourage other 
governments and organizations to take advantage of the accumulated experience and 
expertise it represents.   
 
 The review of NATO Partnership arrangements that is underway following the 
Lisbon Summit is an opportunity for the Alliance to look again at how it works with 
its closest friends.  We should look too at how we can work better with other security 
organizations, including the UN, EU and African Union.  BI and all it implies could 
be a very significant strand of practical co-operation.  For that reason, it is all the 
more important that this Conference should maintain the impetus of its predecessor.  I 
am sure it will - and look forward to the rest of the proceedings. 
